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Section 1 Introduction 
The Upper Valley region of Vermont and New Hampshire has long been an economic and cultural engine 
for both states. Centered on the Connecticut River, railroad lines, and more recently Interstates 89 and 
91, it is a bustling crossroads home to close to 40,000 people some of the largest employers in both 
states. The region is well served by transit, including Advance Transit which provides fixed route and 
demand response transit service in the four central core towns, a number of public transit providers 
feeding the center from adjoining regions, two private intercity transit providers, an airport, and an 
Amtrak station. Despite the number of providers and transportation services in the region, there has 
never been a central point for these various providers to interface and efficiently facilitate transfers.  

At its core, an intermodal facility is a central point that facilitates connections between one or more 
transportation modes. Intermodal facilities can range from the most basic model – a parking lot with a 
bus stop – to a more complex facility – an airport with auto, bus, and train connections. The concept of an 
intermodal facility is not a new one, and several facilities are currently operating throughout New 
Hampshire and Vermont (e.g., Concord, Portsmouth, Dover, Brattleboro, and Rutland). The model for 
intermodal facilities in New Hampshire and Vermont is one that serves two main purposes – one, as a 
location to park your car and transfer to either a bus or train, and two, as a point to transfer between 
buses or between a bus and a train. 

The NHDOT Statewide Intermodal Transportation Planning Study (2003) identified the Hanover and 
Lebanon area as “a primary location for the development of an intermodal facility that could serve both 
outbound intercity passengers and inbound commuters. An initial step would be a feasibility study 
involving all the potential stakeholders to identify goals [and] determine sites. Because of the variety of 
stakeholder interests this project is likely to be difficult, but worthwhile.” 

The concept of an intermodal facility has been embraced in both regional and municipal plans throughout 
the region:  

� The Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Transportation Plan (2004) includes a goal to “increase 
opportunities for multi-modal travel and intermodal connections to effectively reduce reliance 
on single-occupant vehicles and to be proactive at preventing future problems and congestion.”  

� The Two Rivers Ottaquechee Regional Plan (2007) includes a policy to “[e]ncourage and facilitate 
coordination between public transportation agencies and the Vermont Agency of Transportation 
in the construction of park and rides. Give higher priority to park and ride projects occurring 
along interstate interchanges and existing bus routes.”  

� The City of Lebanon’s draft Master Plan (May 2010) states that the City shall “strive for a 
balanced, and integrated multi-modal (the combination of motor vehicle, air, rail, pedestrian, and 
bicycle transportation) transportation system that provides incentives for increased use of 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes.”  

� The Town of Hartford’s Master Plan states that “[t]he use of park and rides is an important 
public-transit resource, and facilities should be planned and constructed to better support fixed-
route services…pursue locating park and ride facilities along each interstate exit, [and] 
encourage the coordination for Hartford transit connections among the many different 
transportation service providers.” 
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Figure 1. Intermodal Facilities in Portsmouth (left) and Londonderry (right) 

  

New Hampshire Congressman Paul Hodes secured a $500,000 grant in the Consolidated Appropriations 
Act of 2008 to identify a location for an “I-89 Park and Ride/Bus Terminal” within the Upper Valley. The 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation allocated a portion of these earmarked funds to conduct a 
site feasibility study for an Intermodal Facility that could potentially provide the following features: 

� New passenger terminal for intercity bus provider(s) 

� Connections to local fixed-route transit services 

� Connections to demand response human service transportation providers 

� Commuter park and ride capacity 

� Infrastructure to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian connections 

� Potential space for a regional dispatch center 

� Potential connections to air or rail transportation 

The NHDOT contracted with the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission (UVLSRPC) 
in July 2009 to manage this planning effort. The UVLSRPC collaborated with the Upper Valley 
Transportation Management Association (UVTMA) to provide public outreach and facilitation services. 

By the end of July, a Project Advisory Committee was established to oversee the development of the 
study. The Committee’s diverse membership included transit operators, representatives from major 
employers, municipal staff, and representatives from Federal and State agencies. The PAC membership 
roster can be seen in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2. Project Advisory Committee Members 

Member Representing 

Van Chesnut Advance Transit

George Sykes (Co-Chair) /

Nicole Cormen
City of Lebanon

Mary Habig Connecticut River Transit

Harry Blunt Dartmouth Coach

Dan Dahmen Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical Center

Judi Molloy Federal Transit Administration

Senator Matthew Houde Governor’s Commission on Intermodal Transportation

Tom Stone Greyhound/Vermont Transit

Kit Morgan NH Department of Transportation

Roberta Berner NH Statewide Coordinating Council

David Palmer Stagecoach Transportation Services

Steve Schneider (Chair) Town of Enfield

Julia Griffin Town of Hanover

Charles Bohi /

Lynn Bohi
Town of Hartford

Peter Gregory Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Commission

Dan Brand
Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning 

Commission

Paul Boucher Upper Valley Transportation Management Association

Krista Chadwick Vermont Agency of Transportation

Joanna Whitcomb Dartmouth College

Rick Dyment Lebanon Airport
 

The study was developed between August 2009 and June 2010 and involved a significant level of 
outreach to community representatives, the public, and other stakeholders (See Appendix A for full 
listing of public outreach efforts). Figure 3 below provides a general overview of project milestones. 

Figure 3. Project Milestones 

Milestone Date

Project Kick-off August 2009

Develop Purpose & Need September

Refine Site Screening Criteria September

1st Public Meeting (project intro) October

Site Identification November

2nd Public Meeting (site overview) November

Phase I Screening December

Selection of 5 Sites for Phase II December

Presentation to Hartford Selectboard January 2010

3rd Public Meeting (Phase I screening) February

Presentation to Lebanon City Council February

Presentation to Lebanon Planning Board February

Presentation to UVLSRPC Commission February

Meetings with Lebanon City Staff April

4th Public Meeting (Densmore Brickyard charette) May

5th Public Meeting (Draft Final Report) June  
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This report is organized as follows:  

� The project Purpose and Need Statement (Section Section 2) provides the framework for 
understanding the role of the Intermodal Facility and to screen and evaluate the potential sites.  

� Section Section 3 provides a comprehensive overview of transportation conditions in the Upper 
Valley. A thorough understanding of existing transportation services and trends in the region is 
critical for conducting an objective assessment of sites.  

� The alternatives analysis is presented in Section Section 4 and Section 5.0. This assessment was 
broken into two phases. The first phase (Section 4.0) involved a screening of the 32 identified 
sites down to five sites, based on an objective analysis of the sites. The second phase (Section 
5.0) involved a more detailed look at the five potential sites with the purpose of creating a final 
ranking. The top ranked site was the Densmore Brickyard. 

� Section Section 6 provides an overview of the Densmore Brickyard design charrette. The two-
day charrette was conducted at the request of the Project Advisory Committee to engage the 
residents immediately adjacent the highest scoring site on issues and concerns with siting an 
Intermodal Facility at the Brickyard site.  

� Section Section 7 presents the site selection. The Project Advisory Committee recommended 
completing the study with a conceptual design of the Densmore Brickyard site, while also 
conveying to NHDOT the significant issues and concerns raised by City of Lebanon residents and 
municipal officials. That conceptual design is presented in Section Section 8. 

� This report ends with a brief statement on potential next steps (Section Section 9). 
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Section 2 Purpose and Need Statement 
The purpose of the Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility is to create an integrated, 
multimodal passenger transportation hub that increases mobility and accessibility for those who live, 
work, study, and recreate in the Upper Valley. The Intermodal Transportation Facility would also help 
meet the region’s growing demand for public transportation and include improvements to the 
environment, quality of life, and economic vitality of the Upper Valley. 

The Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility is needed to help accomplish three key goals:  

1. Increase Access to and Diversity of Transportation 

2. Maintain the Regional Environment, and 

3. Sustain Economic Vitality.  

The following sections describe the need for the facility in each of these three areas. 

2.1 Increase Access to and Diversity of Transportation 

The Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility is needed to Increase Access to and Diversity of 
Transportation in the following ways: 

� The Upper Valley Region is served by a number of intercity transportation providers, local public 
transit providers, human service transportation providers, and private for profit transportation 
providers. However, the region lacks an integrated transportation hub to improve the 
connectivity of these services. The proposed Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility 
would create such a hub, enhancing connections across and between transportation modes. 

� The Upper Valley Region has demonstrated a commitment to public transportation, which is 
demonstrated by consistent increases in ridership of the region’s local and intercity transit 
systems. However, the absence of a central coordinated hub complicates seamless transportation 
connections and perpetuates reliance on single-occupancy vehicles. The proposed Upper Valley 
Intermodal Transportation Facility would help eliminate barriers to transportation access and 
encourage the continued growth and development of the region`s intercity and local public 
transportation services. 

� Upper Valley businesses have increasingly seen the need for efficient public transportation 
systems as housing imbalances have expanded commuting patterns throughout the region. 
Increased access to coordinated multiple transportation options may assist businesses in 
retaining and attracting valued employees. 

� Current capacity is not adequate to meet the demands within the region. Specifically, there is a 
lack of park and ride facilities and current bus parking areas are overflowing. 

2.2 Maintain the Regional Environment 

The Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility is needed to Maintain the Regional Environment in 
the following ways: 

� Although the Upper Valley region has a successful public transportation system, emergent 
congestion and continued reliance on single-occupancy vehicles will place increasing demands 
on the natural, cultural, and social environments. The proposed Upper Valley Intermodal 
Transportation Facility would increase utilization of the region’s public transportation services 
by promoting energy conservation and reducing emissions. 

� The traffic congestion, emissions, and noise associated with the high reliance on private vehicle 
use have a negative impact on the environment of the Upper Valley region. Further expanding 
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road networks to mitigate increasing congestion can put pressure on undeveloped and 
unfragmented parcels of land, impacting the natural systems of the region. The proposed Upper 
Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility would help sustain the natural environments that 
attract citizens to this region by reducing reliance on private vehicles and promoting alternative 
modes of transportation. 

� The Upper Valley is rich in social capital. Increased traffic congestion and travel times to 
extracurricular activities could threaten the social and cultural environment. The Intermodal 
Facility could help alleviate stresses associated with growth and development. 

2.3 Sustain Economic Vitality 

The Upper Valley Intermodal Transportation Facility in needed to Sustain Economic Vitality in the 
following ways: 

� Enhanced intercity public transportation services can play a key role in attracting new 
businesses to the region and improving the competitiveness of existing businesses and 
institutions by providing efficient access to intercity travel. For example, improved bus service to 
New York and Boston can increase the attractiveness of the area to students and faculty 
members of Dartmouth College, medical personnel to area hospitals, and business executives 
looking to relocate to the region. 

� There are few locations in the Upper Valley where business travelers and tourists can obtain 
information about local businesses and tourism destinations. The proposed Upper Valley 
Intermodal Transportation Facility would provide an easily accessible, centralized location to 
promote the region and provide a clearinghouse of transportation options as well as education 
on the region’s commitment to alternative modes of transportation. 

2.4 Other Goals for the Project 

� Support the goals of SAFETEA-LU, the New Hampshire Public Transportation Programs State 
Management Plan, the Vermont Public Transportation Policy Plan, the Upper Valley Lake 
Sunapee Regional Plan, the Two Rivers-Ottauquechee Regional Plan, and the Master Plans of 
affected communities in the Upper Valley. 

� Create an attractive gateway to the Upper Valley that attracts visitors and serves the needs of 
those who live, work, study, and recreate in the region. 

� Develop a facility that will accommodate taxi services and demand-response human service 
transportation providers for elderly and disabled residents. 

� Serve as facility that can potentially accommodate a regional transit dispatch center that was 
recommended in the NH Plan for Coordination of Community Transportation Services, the 
Grafton County Public Transit-Human Service Transportation Coordination Plan, and the 
Sullivan County Public Transit-Human Service Transportation Coordination Plan. 

� Provide a centralized location that allows for the connection of the intercity and local transit 
network to rail and/or air transportation. 

� Provide a centralized location for residents of the Upper Valley to leave their automobiles and 
take another means of transportation to employment sites, including Dartmouth College and the 
Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical Center. 

� Provide a centralized location for residents of the Upper Valley to leave their automobiles and 
take another means of transportation to destinations in Southern New Hampshire, Boston, New 
York City, Vermont, and the Greater Eastern Seaboard. 

� Provide accommodations for bike access. 
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